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In this article, the question of the auteur is transferred from film criticism to filmmak-
ing processes in order to analyze how production practices are organized. By doing 
so, the article shifts the focus from understanding the concept of the auteur from a 
textual perspective to a sociological analysis, where the concept is understood as a 
social resource that enables and structures certain kinds of interactions. Accordingly, 
the article investigates how the ideal of the auteur is invoked in a dual case study of 
the making of two Danish debut films. In both projects, the directors embody the motif 
of the project and the auteur notion thereby comes to be activated as an organizing 
device. The analysis shows that putting the auteur notion to use to organize the making 







Organizing for the auteur: 


































































































































































































sideline, but did not  intervene  in the process, except  for rare encounters, as this extract 
from field notes illustrates: 
[Name of CEO] comes in and kisses [director A] on the cheek […] ‘I’m looking forward […] 
we are so excited about this’. He turns around to leave and adds: ‘Tell me if I should come in 





































I think that [director A] is extremely visual and odd in a way that I find is needed […] [direc-
tor A] is probably more an artist than a craftsperson […] I mean it is very emotional for 
























The type of films I make, and which [name of film consultant] supports, are director-driven; 
more personal and obscure – it’s different if you for instance start by addressing an audi-
ence. I don’t think about an audience at all, I try to keep that as far away as possible and let 




I have a good sense of what I want and what I like, and that is important as a director 
because you are a kind of taste-machine. It is like a sieve that everything has to be poured 
into and those things that get through have my personal imprint (interview with director 
B, November, 2006). 









When asked  if writing together was challenging director B stated: “it probably  is  for the 
writer. As a writer you have to put yourself into it and step back, all at the same time” (ibid.). 














































































































































































Last Sunday [director B] had a total collapse. [Director B] called and was very upset, spoke 
incoherently and suggested to remove twenty scenes and finish the film in four days […] 
[Director B] kept repeating ‘I can’t stand it anymore’. [Director B] wanted a plan that allows 
for new breakdowns, but I said that we cannot make a plan with holes in it […] and I said 
that we do not cut out twenty scenes. But I was out of my mind on Sunday, because what 
would happen if [director B] cracks? Do we then need to employ another director or are we 











































Discussion of auteurism versus triadic collaboration 
As  the  analysis  illustrates,  the  notion  of  the  auteur  was  invoked  in  the  two  cases  even 
though directors A and B were debutantes. Activating the auteur notion provided, first 
of all, a rationale for making the films. Moreover, positioning the directors  in a way that 





















in both cases  relied on  the  intervention of  the film consultant.  In case A,  the producer 
explained: 
[development producer] and I had the impression that no matter how much we tried to 
add a story, [director A] backed off. Every time we started talking about an actual plot. 
We tried scriptwriters, and now the strategy to send it in [to the Danish Film Institute]. It’s 
also in that way you can use [name of film consultant] as an active player (phone call to 
producer A, February, 2007). 
In case B, the producer elaborated on this explanation of using the film consultant as an 
active player in the process with the director:   
[Name of film consultant] plays a very active role and has a say. But it’s not a power struggle. 
Many people get extremely annoyed, but we see it as an expanded film school. If [name 
of film consultant] was stupid it would be annoying, but [name of film consultant] is not 
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